ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
The research literature in coaching science continues to grow [1] as more and more research has been conducted to understand, among other topics, the coaching process and how coaches learn to coach. Trudel and Gilbert [2] discuss a recent change in large-scale coach education programs, where program developers are moving away from a novice-to-expert continuum approach based on the assumption that "there is one body of coaching knowledge and coaches will accumulate the coaching concepts as they progress along the continuum" (p. 518) to an approach that recognizes the necessity to develop coach-specific competencies depending on the coaches' contexts. The Canadian National Coaching Certification Program (NCCP) is a good example of this shift. The Coaching Association of Canada (CAC) conducted, in the mid-nineties, an evaluation process of the strengths and weaknesses of the NCCP [3] and based on the results they chose a competency-based approach which means that coaches will be trained and certified based on proven abilities to 'do' instead of on what they 'know'. Even more: 
•Type of methods used to collect the data: 1= qualitative, 2 = quantitative from both quantitative and qualitative research, which is good news considering that: "Coaching science research has overwhelmingly been guided by quantitative research epistemology" [1] and that "qualitative research seeks to understand the meaning of experience to the participants in a specific setting and how the components mesh to form a whole" [12, p. 332 ).
As we read the articles cited in Table 1 , we can identify a number of sources of information that coaches used to develop their knowledge. The studies with expert/elite/ high-performance coaches report that the coaches at that level started their development when they were athletes. Their first couple of years in coaching as an assistant or head coach were often characterized by an obligation to take formal coach education courses. Because most of these coaches considered that this latter source of information provides only partial knowledge on the coaching process they looked for other sources, such as mentoring (formal or informal), clinics/seminars, interacting with other coaches, observing other coaches, sport scientists, and print/electronic material. The studies with youth-sport coaches reveal that these coaches used roughly the same sources of information as the elite coaches with the exception of the use of sport scientists, which they could not afford [13] . In many of these studies it was mentioned that how these sources of information were used varied considerably from coach to coach, which brought Abraham et al. [10] to conclude that coaches' "development has occurred through serendipitous methods as opposed to a structured program -in short, these coaches are magpies not filing cabinets" (p. 560).
COACHES' LEARNING PATH
The identification of these sources of information, such as coaching courses, mentoring, and interacting with other coaches, is certainly an important step in our effort to understand how coaches learn to coach. However, this information is of little use if we do not extend our search to explain the variations or idiosyncrasies that seem to prevail in the coaches' learning paths within different coaching contexts. An idiosyncrasy has been defined as "an individualizing characteristic or quality" [14] . Recent studies in teaching and learning have noted the idiosyncratic nature of learning [15] [16] [17] [18] [19] . For example, one of these studies noted the idiosyncratic character of student teachers' learning [15] and another found that the use of portfolios for continuing professional development were 'idiosyncratic and demonstrated accomplished practice and reflective analysis in different ways" [17, p. 675] . Indeed, one recent study in sport, comparing the developmental experiences of elite and sub-elite swimmers, found commonalities as well as "idiosyncratic psychological differences resulting from these athletes' experiences" [20, p. 454] .
Commenting specifically on the literature on how coaches learn to coach, Werthner and Trudel [21] said:
While the identification of coaches' learning sources is valuable, it can be argued that the investigations should not stop here. In fact, attempting to identify which sources are more important than others [22] , without looking at the coaches' learning process in these situations, may limit any initiative to provide the best learning environment for coaches. [21, p. 199] Using Moon's [23, 24] main concepts of learning, these authors proposed a new theoretical perspective for understanding how coaches learn how to coach and the subsequent implications for coach education. Central to this constructivist view of learning is the concept of one's cognitive structure, which can be understood as a network of knowledge, feelings, and emotions, which represents "what the learner knows at any one particular time" (p. 201): "Therefore learning should be viewed as a process of changing conceptions (the cognitive structure) and not to simply accumulate knowledge" (p. 201). Thus what coaches choose to pay attention to or what they choose to learn will depend on their cognitive structure at any one point in time [25] . The authors defined three main types of learning situations (mediated, unmediated, and internal) under which we can regroup a number of more specific learning situations. In mediated learning situations, such as coaching courses and clinics, the presented material is decided upon and directed by a person other than the learner. In unmediated learning situations, there is no instructor or teacher, and the learner takes the initiative and is responsible for choosing what to learn. In the third type of learning situation, the internal, the learner is not exposed to new material, but rather reconsiders or reflects on existing ideas in his/her cognitive structure. Moon used the expression "cognitive housekeeping" (p. 27) to illustrate this third type of learning situation. Considering that learning is both an individual and a social process [24, 26] , and that each individual has his/her own life history, it is most likely that even individuals sharing similar coaching roles, within a similar coaching context, will emphasize different learning situations [25] .
PURPOSE
In a previous article [21] we suggested that elite coaches' learning paths were idiosyncratic, and using a case study, illustrated how a coach's cognitive structure influenced his approach to different learning situations and how the learning from participating in the learning situations changed his cognitive structure. The purpose of this article is to extend our previous study by answering the following research questions: (a) How do Canadian Olympic coaches differ regarding the importance that several common learning situations play or have played in their development?, (b) How does a coach's cognitive structure (knowledge, feelings, emotions) influence what she/he chooses to learn, and how do those choices in learning situations create a unique learning path? METHOD PARTICIPANTS Fifteen Canadian Olympic coaches, 4 women and 11 men, ranging from 36-56 years of age participated in this study. All of the coaches met the following criteria: a) had been coaching at the national and international levels for at least 10 years, b) had been an Olympic coach, and, at the time of the interview, c) were coaching athletes(s) with at least one top ten result in the world within the previous two years. The coaches represented a wide range of sports (n = 1 unless stated): athletics, canoe/kayak (n = 2), figure skating, freestyle ski, gymnastics, ice hockey, Paralympic athletics, soccer, speed skating (n = 3), rowing (n = 2), and wrestling. At the time of the interview, 12 of the 15 were employed full time as coaches and three were part time coaches. Six of the coaches had been Olympic athletes themselves and seven were born outside of Canada; in Australia, Russia, Sweden, China, Norway, Romania, and the United States.
DATA COLLECTION
With formal ethical approval in place, coaches who met the criteria were contacted via telephone and invited to participate in a face-to-face interview. All 15 coaches agreed to participate. In-depth interviews were held with each coach, in locations throughout Canada, and each interview lasted from 2 to 3 hours. The primary question that guided the interviews was: What do you feel has helped you develop as a skilled coach? This was a broad, open-ended question intended to enable the primary researcher and each of the coaches to discuss all of the various ways they may have learned and developed as a coach. To aid in the dialogue and also effectively explore the less formal learning situations, several subquestions were prepared, and used, when necessary. These sub-questions addressed topics such as formal education, formal coaching courses, clinics and conferences, interactions with others (coaches, athletes, etc.), mentoring, the Web, DVDs, and books, and the process of self-reflection. These topics were based on a review of the existing coaching literature (see references in Table 1 and [27] [28] [29] [30] ). As Jones and Wallace [31] have noted, the answers you reach depend on the questions you ask, and we argue that with a simple, open-ended, initial question, the environment was created to allow the coaches to speak broadly about how they had learned to coach. The sub-questions were used, when needed, to ensure that we explored all the possible ways the coaches might have learned.
DATA ANALYSIS
The individual interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim, resulting in a data corpus composed of 20-25 pages single-spaced. Each transcript was then e-mailed to the coaches for any comments or clarifications. One coach did e-mail back with a brief clarification and the adjustment was made.
Using Braun and Clarke's [32] terminology and definitions, a thematic analysis was conducted. For these authors, thematic analysis is what many qualitative researchers are doing when they want to analyze their data without subscribing to a particular framework (e.g, grounded theory, discourse analysis, interpretive phenomenological analysis, etc.). Because of this theoretical freedom, "thematic analysis provides a flexible and useful research tool, which can potentially provide a rich and detailed, yet complex, account of the data" (p. 79). The phases to perform a thematic analysis are similar to the phases of other qualitative approaches and include: familiarizing oneself with the data, generating initial codes, searching for themes, reviewing themes, defining and naming themes, and producing the report. In the phase of identification of themes or patterns, a decision has to be made between performing an inductive analysis or a theoretical thematic analysis (deductive). Researchers should select the type of analysis that will best answer their research questions. In our case, and for the purpose of this article, the first task was to read the corpus of data to identify for each coach the different learning situations that have influenced her/his development. Considering that we have used the literature to identify potential learning situations to prepare the sub-questions of the interview guide, and to help in selecting codes, the analysis performed was theoretical thematic analysis. Our theoretical thematic analysis is characterized by a semantic approach because in such an approach: …the analytical process involves a progression from description, where the data have simply been organized to show patterns in semantic content, and summarized, to interpretation, where there is an attempt to theorize the significance of the patterns and their broader meanings and implications…, often in relation to previous literature (p. 84).
As will be evident in the results section, we did not limit our analysis to the different learning situations, but we reached the interpretation level by using Moon's [24] and Jarvis's [26] work to highlight the idiosyncratic nature of the coaches' learning situations and learning paths.
RESULTS
The results are divided into two sections corresponding to our research questions. In the first section, the profile of the 15 coaches for the five common learning situations are presented, using extracts from the interviews to highlight the major variations between coaches. In the second section, three case studies are presented to illustrate how each coach's unique cognitive structure influenced their learning and ultimately their learning path. Table 2 contains the five common learning situations that the majority of the 15 coaches perceived as important to their development as coaches. These learning situations were: (a) past experiences as an athlete; (b) formal education, in a recognized educational institution; (c) coaching courses and clinics; (d) the utilization of a process of mentoring; and (e) a sustained thinking state regarding coaching that we labeled 'always thinking about'. For the purpose of this study, what is important to note is that even within each of these common learning situations there were still variations in emphasis among the fifteen coaches.
VARIATIONS WITHIN THE COMMON LEARNING SITUATIONS
Experience as an Athlete. In looking at experiences as an athlete, we found that 13 of the 15 coaches had competed in sport at the national level, and 6 of those coaches competed at the Olympic level. When those coaches elaborated on the possible benefits of having been an athlete, in terms of learning how to coach, several of the coaches spoke strongly about the subtle but crucial perspective it provided them. One coach spoke of the importance of understanding the feeling of executing certain technical skills: "I was a gymnast myself and I still use that awareness in my coaching process because I remember exactly how I did it as an athlete" (C 10). Another coach felt that he gained a great deal of knowledge from having competed, but felt it did not have to be at the highest level: "If you have not been there, it is hard to teach it -I won't say it is impossible, but it's hard. But often it's not the very best players that are the best coaches. It is often the next best players, because they had to think more" (C 7).
Another coach felt that what shaped his coaching from his time as an athlete was, in fact, not having a coach on tour:
"I was often in Europe for a month at a time without a coach -just my teammates and a video camera -and we used to video each other and then at night sit down and critique each other. Perhaps not the best, but it taught me to be responsible for my own technical development. I feel very strongly about that as a coach now." (C 6)
Nevertheless, within this group of 15 coaches, there was one coach (C 8) who did not compete at all, in any sport. With no competitive sport experiences to draw on, he needed to look elsewhere in order to develop his coaching knowledge, and what he emphasized, in terms of learning, will be illustrated in the third case study.
Formal Education and Coach Training.
In the learning situation of formal education, we see that nine of the coaches had degrees in physical education, teaching or coaching, one had not completed a degree, and five of the coaches held degrees in other disciplines such as engineering, political science, business, French, geophysics (although the undergraduate degree in geophysics was followed by a graduate degree in physical education). Most of the coaches, regardless of the degree and country in which it was obtained, commented on the Education value of both their university education and coaching courses or clinics they had taken, and felt both were instrumental to their early learning as coaches. One of the coaches said that his degree in political science was helpful to coaching: "I took courses on ethics, the philosophers, and leadership -not bad areas for coaches to know about. And my degree in physical education, well, everything I took was helpful for coaching" (C 1). Another coach, who completed his Level 4/5 in the Canadian National Coaching Certification Program (NCCP), said that he found the coaching courses were most useful when he could apply the information immediately with his athletes: "Taking those courses, and being able to apply the information right away, really helped me to learn. I used it all right away -but then, I have never been afraid to change things" (C 14) .
Two of the foreign-born coaches spoke of the value of the National Coaching Institutes (NCI) as being instrumental in their learning as coaches in the Canadian sport system. In the NCI learning environment [33] , coaches in the program work together as a group, often over a two-year period, and have access to expert instructors on a regular basis, not just within the classroom setting. One coach indicated: "Getting to know the different instructors was valuable -you were not going to learn everything in the class, but you had access to them all year long. That is probably what helped me the most" (C 6). The other coach (C 13) felt the NCI was a key learning situation for him, precisely because he needed to clearly understand the Canadian sport system and Canadian athletes, and this will be illustrated in the second case study.
Nevertheless, one of the coaches (C 3), despite holding a diploma in business, and NCCP level three, said what he learned in those environments was limited in terms of helping him learn how to coach. He felt strongly that what informed his coaching were his experiences as an Olympic athlete, and his ability to still be on the water with his athletes. A unique case certainly, and it will be illustrated in the first case study.
Mentors. All of the coaches in the study spoke of seeking out experts they could learn from. While a number of coaches spoke of their national sport organization facilitating their interaction with experts in various fields, most of the time this type of learning situation was self-initiated. The coaches themselves often used the term mentor, and indeed were sometimes mentors for others, which also enhanced their own learning. One coach said: "I learned a lot from a professor at the sport university -he was creative, he made me think, I never stopped asking questions. We worked together, and developed a system for 'seeing' the game. We had meetings every single week" (C 7). Another coach spoke of the value of having a mentor to help him create coaching scenarios specific to what he was struggling with: "I had a
mentor coach -I learned so much from him -things you couldn't learn in a text book -he was someone I could talk to and ask questions. He taught me to build a relationship with the athletes" (C 1). One of the foreign-born coaches spoke of how helpful it was in his early days as a national coach to be paired with another colleague: "I have learned a lot from other coaches. I got paired up with another national coach and I worked alongside him and that was awesome. But how we worked was really left up to us, it wasn't really formal" (C 13).
Nevertheless, 4 of the 15 coaches were reluctant to use the term mentor. As one coach said: "I have learned from a lot of different individuals, both within my sport, and from other sports, but I would not say I have had a mentor" (C 14).
Always Thinking About. All of the coaches, without exception, spoke of an on-going process of thinking about their sport, analyzing how their athletes were progressing, observing what other countries were doing, and what they might need to be developing in their own training programs. The emphasis placed on this learning situation by all the coaches is a clear indication of the deliberateness that they brought to their profession. (C 12) . This willingness to critically reflect included a curiosity and a desire to be continually improving. One coach said he was always working to build on what he knew, and continually reading on a wide range of topics that might help enhance his coaching ability: "I am reading everything, and reading it critically -strength and conditioning articles, IAAF research studies" (C 2). Another coach said his curiosity was combined with a sense of knowing he did not know everything: "I have a curious mind.
I am always asking if there is a better way. I am not so confident that I think I know everything. I always need to learn something else" (C 1). Interestingly, one coach spoke of the time commitment, and sometimes the fatigue, that was related to this learning situation: "It is the first thing that struck me when I started coaching. As an athlete you turn off right after practice. As a coach I don't switch off at all and I have found it very tiring" (C 11)
. While all 15 coaches spoke of how they were always thinking about coaching topics to become more effective, how they went about doing that varied from taking time on their own to self-reflect, to reading books, to researching information on-line, to critical observation of other countries' training methods and competitive processes.
IDIOSYNCRATIC LEARNING PATHS -THREE CASE STUDIES
In this section, three case studies are presented to demonstrate, in-depth, how a coach's cognitive structure influences the way he/she utilizes different learning situations which, in turn, translates into an idiosyncratic learning path. Pseudonyms have been used for each of the three coaches to facilitate reading.
Case Study 1. Tom: An Olympic Athlete
Tom's (C 3) cognitive structure has been strongly shaped by his experiences as an Olympic athlete. He competed at two Olympics in the sport he now coaches and at the time of being interviewed he was coaching part-time and holding down another full-time job. Tom's formal education outside of sport included a college diploma, and he had completed level three of the NCCP program. When asked how he had learned to become an effective coach, he began by saying that his former Olympic athletic experience was very important.
"A big influence for me in my learning as a coach is having been an athlete myself. It's so useful in being able to draw experience from both good and bad training and competitive situations -because I know a lot of things that I messed up as an athlete and I know things I did that worked. For example, one year I was peaking for the worlds and I just blew it totally and, at the time, I didn't know why, but three or four years later I realized that I worked too hard leading up to it -that taught me a lot about the design of a training program. It was a significant learning for me."
What is particular about Tom is, at the time of the interview, he was still able to be on the water with his athletes, still 'feeling' what training was like, and making adjustments to his athletes' training programs based on that capability. He noted that because of this he was often able to resolve technical issues quickly.
"Well, I can't keep up anymore, at least not with my best athlete. But I can still go through the workout and get a sense if it was hard enough. That's also how I learned to teach technique, by teaching myself. The only way I could tell them was for me to feel it. That's not the only way obviously, but it is the most effective way for me because I don't like looking at video and analyzing -I'm not great at it."
Tom also spoke of learning by watching and speaking with other coaches, and then critically reflecting on those conversations and observations. His comments reveal a deep reflective process and self-awareness.
"I have borrowed a lot from other coaches, but I think every coach has done that whether they admit it or not. I mean, there is no original program. I did learn a lot from our previous national coach. I learned from him that I could push the athletes harder, but I don't necessarily do it the way he did."
On the process of reflecting on his coaching program or on a particular training session, he emphasized that it was a constant process, and because he was a part-time coach, he had to manage that within significant time constraints. 
Case Study 2. Sam: A Foreign-Born Coach
Sam (C 13) was a former Olympic athlete in the same sport that he coached, but grew up and competed for a country other than Canada, speaking a language other than English. Sam felt he had developed great technical coaching knowledge both from his own experiences as an athlete and his formal training in university with a degree in coaching science from his country, but emphasized that to succeed as a coach at the Olympic level in Canada, he had to learn about the culture of Canada. He spoke of two learning situations that shaped his learning path in Canada: the importance of the formalized learning environment of the National Coaching Institute (NCI), which enabled him to develop both an understanding of the Canadian sport system and skills related to understanding and coaching Canadian athletes, and the opportunity that the NCI created by providing him with a group of coaches and experts to interact with and learn from throughout the two year program. Sam said that he learned from observing athletes and coaches, both his own and those from other countries, and then from reflecting deeply and constantly and challenging himself to always be learning. And he spoke of how he used the sport science experts affiliated with the NCI.
"By working with lots of high level athletes, and by watching other high-level athletes and coaches, from other countries, training here -I learn so much. I always have open eyes. I ask myself, what is different and what does that mean? I did a biomechanical analysis with one of our teachers at the NCI, a professor from the university -that was so good. I had never done that before. I have changed a lot of things with my program."
Case Study 3: Geoff: A Protégé. Geoff (C 8) has coached within the sport of gymnastics as a full-time club coach for more than 20 years. He has a coaching diploma from a college that conducted a two-year program for gymnastics coaches, and, at the time of the interview, was halfway through NCCP level 4/5. However, he never competed in sport, and as a result of this lack of athletic experience, he felt it was necessary to learn the details of the technical side of the sport by working alongside other coaches. 
DISCUSSION
Based on the content of 15 interviews with Canada's Olympic coaches, the purpose of this study was to answer two research questions: (a) How do a group of Canadian Olympic coaches differ regarding the importance that several common learning situations play or have played in their development?, and (b) How does a coach's cognitive structure (knowledge, feelings, emotions) influence what she/he chooses to pay attention to, and to learn, and how do those choices in learning situations create a unique learning path?
For each of the five common learning situations, important variations were found among the coaches regarding the role each of those learning situations played in their development. As reported in other studies [7, 8] , many of our coaches indicated that being an athlete provided them with specific knowledge that was almost impossible to learn in courses or books. However, as one of the coaches in the study did not have any experience as an athlete we can say that previous experience as an athlete is not essential. Regarding the formal education of the coaches, the results indicated that 14 of the 15 coaches had a college or university degree. This is congruent with what was reported by Trudel and Gilbert [2] in their assessment of the education of coaches at the elite level. Of particular interest is the fact that some coaches stressed how their degree in a field not related to sport (e.g., political science) was useful. Considering that coaching is a very complex task, and that coaches require a wide spectrum of different types of knowledge to effectively play different roles [10, 9] , it should be of little surprise that many different education programs could contribute to a coach's learning.
All the coaches were certified NCCP Level 3 or higher. Again, this is not a surprise given that it is a requirement for Canadian coaches to be Level 3 certified or higher in order to coach at the Olympic Games. As shown in other studies [22, 34] , the importance attributed by the coaches to these coaching training programs varies from coach to coach. It is also important to emphasize that although this learning situation has been designed with the intent of teaching essential coaching knowledge/skills, coaches also might find in it the opportunity to learn other things. As the findings of this study indicated, foreign-born coaches found the coaching training programs to be a place where they could also learn about the sport culture and Canadian culture. This finding should be of particular interest for national sport organizations that are often hiring coaches from other countries.
For the coaches who indicated that they benefited from the expertise of a mentor, the mentoring process was, as shown in other studies [22, 30] , informal and four of the coaches were reluctant to even use the term mentor because they were in communication with more than one individual. Is this an example of a poor support system for coaches or an indication that the time has come to abandon the traditional approach of mentoring where a newcomer is under the wing of a more experienced person? In the conclusion of their review of mentoring research, Kammeyer-Mueller and Judge [35] said:
In short, it may not be especially helpful to one's career success if a relatively powerless or naïve mentor comes to one's assistance, no matter how helpful he or she may try to be. It is also possible that research will benefit from considering developmental relationships with multiple mentors simultaneously rather than concentrating on the behavior of a single influential individual. (p. 279)
Considering that coaches need a broad range of knowledge from sport-specific to pedagogy and all those "put under the heading of 'ologies'" [10, p. 559], coaches will have the advantage of developing a network of experts in the areas where their knowledge is lacking. Recent studies suggest that coaches are now looking more and more for advice from sport scientists [36] [37] [38] .
The learning situation we have called 'always thinking about' seems to have been used by all the coaches. Other studies have indicated that coaches learn by reading books, talking with and observing other coaches and athletes, and taking time to reflect [22] ; but what was fascinating with the coaches in this study was how often they used expressions like 'always reading', 'always thinking' or 'always working on'. As the coaching process and coaching practice are very complex, and can be viewed as 'structured improvisation' [39] , we argue that these coaches were constantly in a process of creating knowledge and not acting merely as technicians applying coaching theories. This position is supported by the work by Bloom and Salmela [40] with a group of expert team sport coaches: "The present analysis demonstrated that expert coaches were fervently devoted to their involvement in sport as exemplified by their commitment to hard work and their search for improvement in their coaching knowledge" (p. 72).
In brief, the data collected to answer our first research question show that even within a specific coaching context (Canadian Olympic coaches) there are variations between coaches regarding the importance that several common learning situations have played in their development.
Using a constructivist view of learning [24, 26, 41] , we have attempted to answer our second research question by focusing on three case studies to show how coaches construct "their own meaning by using their uniquely developed cognitive structure to guide their noticing and perception" [23, p. 117] of what is meaningful to them when engaged in learning situations (mediated, unmediated, internal). For each of the three coaches, a few specific learning experiences were presented to demonstrate that these coaches were not simply passive learners trying to memorize information. Indeed they were active learners, meaning that their network of knowledge, feelings, and emotions (their cognitive structure) was key in their decision to engage in certain 'episodic experiences' [16] . By doing so, the coaches' cognitive structure was modified resulting in becoming a more experienced coach. The data also show that the coaches' learning was influenced by interacting with others (coaches, mentors, athletes) which compels us to consider the social context when analyzing coaches' participation in learning situations. Merriam et al. [42] recommend that when explaining participation in learning situations, it is important to consider the psychological (individual) and the sociological (social context).
It is important to recognize that throughout one's life, learning experiences are numerous, but some will have a major impact while others will be simply confirming what one already knows [26] . Nevertheless, the different experiences in each sphere of one's life (family, school, work, leisure) come together to form one's unique biography and therefore learning can be considered lifelong [26, 41] . Based on our data, we can say that our lifelong learner coaches had different learning experiences and therefore their learning paths are idiosyncratic. This implies that researchers should not be so concerned with finding 'the' learning path of expert/elite/high-performance coaches. However, to acknowledge that coaches' learning paths are idiosyncratic does not mean that sport organizations should abandon their role of training coaches. We are suggesting quite the contrary. They should continue to develop coach education programs, which allow coaches to have access to coaching theories. They should continue to provide coaches with current material on coaching but, importantly, must also understand that the material may not have the same impact on all coaches because of differences in the coaches' cognitive structure [25] .
CONCLUSION
Studying coaches' development is a daunting task, considering that coaching is a very complex activity [9, 39] and that we do not have a theory that fully explains human learning [26] . However, to see progress in coaches' development it is essential to take into consideration the coaches' cognitive structure because "to try to study learning as something divorced from the learner in the wide world is artificial and non-realistic" [26, p. 194] . This is particularly relevant at a time when coaching is viewed as context specific. Adopting the lifelong learner perspective will not make coaches' development any easier, but it will ensure we focus both on what coaches should learn and on how they are as human beings learning from experiential and existential perspectives [41] . To meet this challenge, it will take collaborative work between researchers, program designers, national sport organizations, and coaches to find the best strategies to nurture coaches' development.
